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What will be discussed… 
 Reasons to assess impact and its challenges 
 Common methods for assessment 
 How we are implementing impact assessment 
(IA) and what we are doing 
 Going beyond technology adoption 
 Concluding remarks 
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Reasons to assess impact 
 Why do we need to assess the impact of our 
work? 
◦ Donors want us to be accountable 
◦ Determine whether our objectives were met 
◦ Know what were the results of our efforts 
◦ Take decisions based on evidence 
 
 We need to differentiate between Monitoring & 
Evaluation and Impact Assessment 
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Reasons to assess impact (2) 
 Usefulness of the Theory of Change:  
Inputs >> Outputs >> Outcomes >> Impact 
 
                  Adoption/Policy incidence     Scaling out/up 
 
 Aggregate impact given by two factors: uptake & 
magnitude of the effect 
 It is key to identify cause, effect and causal 
relation (or causality) 
X causes Y and not that X moves with Y 
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Reasons to assess impact (3) 
 Identifying a causal relation means that we can 
attribute the impacts to our research or 
intervention 
We want to be sure that other factors are not the reason of 
the observed effect 
 
 Special consideration about inferences being 
valid: 
◦ Internal Validity: impact given by our intervention 
◦ External Validity: estimated impact is generalizable 
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Challenges of impact assessment 
 Problem of missing information: 
◦ We cannot observe what would have happened in the 
absence of our intervention! 
 
 Since with IA we want to estimate the 
magnitude of the effect of an intervention, we 
need a COUNTERFACTUAL 
 
 A counterfactual must be credible and adequate; 
otherwise, we cannot correctly identify impacts 
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Common Methods for IA 
 Our first choice for an IA is to implement the 
gold standard of IA:  Randomized controlled 
trials (RCTs) 
 But, this is not always feasible and may be 
unaffordable 
 As an alternative, we can use non-experimental 
methods: 
 Instrumental variables 
 Propensity score matching (PSM) 
 Difference in Difference (DiD) 
 Regression discontinuity 
8 
Annual Program Review 2015 
Common Methods for IA (2) 
 Each method has pros and cons 
 Selection of specific method depends on status 
of project implementation, data needed/available, 
resources, etc. 
 If we can collect primary data, we need to 
remember that we want to make valid inferences 
 Because of this, it is desirable to adequately 
sample beneficiaries 
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How are we implementing IA? 
 Collaborate with researchers from other 
disciplines and many institutions (government, 
universities) 
 Attempt to participate from the project design 
stage 
 Implement RCTs when viable 
 Collect primary data with specific instruments 
 Use statistical tools to sampling 
 Identify sampling design to reduce costs 
 Determine appropriate methods for analysis 
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What are we doing? 
 Recently, we are using tools from other 
disciplines (molecular biology) to better identify 
crop varieties (DNA fingerprinting) 
◦ Requires multidisciplinary teams 
◦ Expectation is to have more accurate parameters of 
adoption; hence impact estimations 
◦ Beans in Zambia (CIAT/PABRA/MSU/ZARI), Rice in 
Bolivia, and Cassava in Colombia & Vietnam 
 We are also exploring better ways to measure 
on farm crop yields (Colombia) 
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What are we doing? (2) 
 Conducting acceptance studies—consumer‟s side 
 Generating databases from primary data 
 Keeping up to date with methods 
 Disseminating results (conferences, papers) 
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Going beyond technology adoption  
 Studying a case of mitigation strategies for climate 
change (community water harvesting in Honduras) 
 
 Better measuring resilience in vulnerable farm 
communities and how to measure impacts on resilience 
from different adaptation to climate change strategies 
(Nicaragua) 
 
 Studying informal markets to propose policy options for 
poverty reduction and food security (Nicaragua & 
Honduras) 
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Going beyond technology adoption (2)  
 Training collaborators and potential collaborators: 
Colombia & Honduras (2014), Uruguay (2015), Zambia 
(9/2015), Vietnam (2016), plus high demand from other 
institutions 
 
 Workshops related to biofortification work (Haiti, 
Honduras, Colombia) 
 
 Prioritization indexes: uses production, consumption 
and nutritional deficiency data to identify “zones of 
action” 
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Concluding remarks 
 Growing interest to assess impact among 
scientists 
 Keeping up to date with IA methodology 
 Use tools from other disciplines to increase 
accuracy of estimations 
 When possible, we use „gold standard‟ method 
 Not all projects need to assess impact 
 Limited funding is still a constraint 
Thanks for your attention! 
Annual Program Review 2015 
Montevideo, Uruguay 
